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OVERVIEW

What is in this report?
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officers over a&25-month period, betweenJuly 1, 2014, and August 31, 204& study period

selected to control for the learning curves associated both with regyerting and revievpolicies

that were published in Januar2014and with new reporting and tracking software that was
implemented in March 2014. This report builds orf I &4 &SI NRa NBLR2NI | yR
guantitative and qualitative discussion use of force incidents occurring between January 1 and
Decembe 31, 2017.

Utilizing the advanced analytical capability available through the Data Analytics Platform (DAP),
Section | of this report presents aggregate statistics regarding use of force events and
applications, filtered across precincts, subjetgmographics, call types, and other discrete
measure® YSe |Y2y3a GKS FAYRAy3Ias O2yaradasSyid oAl
overall remains extraordinarily lowyer the time period examined here officers reported using
force of any levelt a rate of less tharone fifth of one percent (0.1%) of all dispatches to
nearly 400,000 unique events¢ and of these uses of force, theverwhelming majority
(approximately 7P6) involved no greater than the lowest level of reportable force (such as
minor complaints of transient pain with no objective signs of injurgt the pointing of a
firearm). Further, srious levels of force force that cause®r may be reasonably expeetl to

cause substantial bodily injurg was used in only 16 (0.004%) of these nearly 400,000 events

In short, while each application of force is separately investigated and reviewed, overall the use
of force by Seattle police officers continues to &e empirically rare ocurrence. This finding
shows thatthat officerscontinue to implementin practice, the deescalation training and tactics

that have earned Seattle national acclaim, while maintaining a high level of engaged, proactive
law enforcementactivity.

Section Il provides an overview of the Force Investigation Team RAT¥pecialized unit
comprising experienced detectives, sergeants, and commanders that responds to and
investigates all serious force incidemtand briefly describes eaatf the 26 separate events to
which FIT responded during017. The Department also reports in this Section case
assessments by the Force Review Unit (FRU) and the Renaew Board (FRB) during 2017
which provide an additional layer of review with respect to officer use of force and chain of
command review of force, ensuring that force applied by Seattle police officers is consistent with
the mandates of Department policy. Additionally, as a fofi@mreviewing policies, training,
tactics and equipment, the FRB provides the opportunity for experience and review to continually
drive Department operations and practiceBhese processes help to enstinat the department

is policing the community itesves effectively and constitutionally through sedgulation.
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As one of the original 21 jurisdictions participating in the Police Data Initiative, launched in
response to recommendations from Presider@d ® Y Q& ¢ I a { Ce@yN0liSingZayid H M
now managed by the Police Foundation in Washington, D.C.), the Seattle Police Department
committed to publishing its use of force data, including data concerning offivetved
shootings, to help communitge gain greater visibility into key information on police/civilian
interactions. Fulfilling and building upon that commitmehg Department continues to release

G2 GKS [/ A (e Qaateskafilg.goRrhe tise of [ad\dath described in Sectiar this

report, and has added to its newhgdesigned website interactive dashboards through which the
LJdzo f AO Oly SELX 2NB T2NJ AGasSt¥ 2FFAOSNARQ dza$
fields. The Department cautions of the inherent haztrat data can be subject to differing
interpretations and lead to differing conclusions depending on the sophistication of the analysis
and the potential for confirmation bias; SPD provides this data with the hope that, as new
technology has created opptonity for increasingly sophisticated inquiries internally, providing
greater transparency of its data externally creates greater opportunity for SPD and the
community to work collaboratively to drive the policies and priorities of this department.

SECTION I: USE OF FORCE

A. Policies and Overview of Force

¢KS {SIFGOGtS t2tA0S 5SLINIYSydiQa !'asS 2F C2NDS
SPD ManualPolicy sections 8.000 through 8.200 &artth the conditions under which force is
authorized, when force is prohibited, and affirmative obligaido deescalate prior to using
force, when reasonably safe and feasible to do sotarabsess and modulate force as resistance
changes. While reognizing that officers are often forced to make split second decisions, in
circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly evolving, this policy allows officers to use
only the force that is objectively reasonable, necessary, and proportionate totieféy bring an
incident or a person under control. Section 8.300 addresses the use and deployment of force
tools that are authorized by the Department, such as-leisal munitions, canine deployment,
firearms, OC spray, and vehigkdated force tacits. Section 8.400 prescribes protocols for the
reporting and investigation of force; section 8.56ls forth the process for review of force.

Force is classified and reviewed according to level of severity, described as below:
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De Minimis Force Physical interaction meant to separate, guide, and/or control without the use

of control techniques that are intended to or are reasonably likely to cause any pain or injury.
Examples including using hands or equipment to stop, push back, separate or #scade of
compliance holds without sufficient force to cause pain, and unresisted handcuffing. Officers are
not required to report or investigate this level of force.

Type I¢ Actionsg KA OK G Ol dzaSa G NIF yaaAidz2NE Ll doyedtationK S O2 Y
2N AYUSyGAz2y I tte LI2AYadAY Bhisis thefmodtBdquehMly rapdded S|y 0
level of force.Examples of Type | force, generally used to control a person who is resisting an
2FTFAOSNRA fFgFdzE O2YYI&¥FHRaD OAWONRIRISS Ra a12F (10 SHvS’
sufficient force to cause pain or complaint of pain, or an open hand technique with sufficient

force to cause complaint of painfype | uss of force are screened by a sergeant and reviewed

by theForce Review Unit

Type ll¢ Force that causes or is reasonably expected to cause physical injury greater than
transitory pain but less than gat or substantial bodily harm. Examples include a hard-teken

or and/or the use of any of the following weapons or instrumen®EW, OC spray, impact
weapon, beanbag shotgun, deployment e® Kvith injury or complaint of injury causing less than
Type 1l injury, vehicleand hobble restraint. An onscene (where feasible) sergeant collects
available video evidence and witnesststaents; the evidence packet and analysis of the force

is reviewed by the Chain of Command and the Force Review Ongedlagged by the Force
Review Unit for further inquiryin accordance with policy criteriplus an additional random 10%

of Type Icases are also analyzed by the Force Review Board.

Type lli¢ Force that causes as reasonably expected to caugesat bodily harm, substantial
bodily harm, loss of consciousness, or death, and/or the use of neck and carotid holds, stop sticks
for motorcyclesandimpact weapon strikes to the headlype lll force is screened-@aene by

a sergeant, investigated e Force Investigation Team, and analyzed by the Force Review
Board.

At any point during an investigatiovherea witness officer or any reviewer has reason to believe
that the force is out of policy, that individual has an affirmative obligation to report the concern
to the Office of Professional Accountabilitfhe FRB votes as to whether force is withdthicy;
individual members mayut are not mandated toprefer out of policy force to OPA.

B. Quantitative Overview of Use Force

The Seattle Police Department documents force at three levels. Most broadly, use of force at the
incident level (generally but not alwa associated with a specific CAD evangy involve
multiple officers and/or multiple subjects, each of whom may be documented as either involved
in or witness to the use of force. At the individual officer level, force is documented and recorded
as thecombination of a force incident& unique officer, anda unique subject; accordingly,
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depending on how many officers used force during an incident, a single use of force incident may
be associated with multiple useof force reports. The most granular ldvef documentation
occurs at the use of force application level, at which the involved officer docuneatis
reportable application of force; a single use of force may thus include multiple applications of
force. For example, if in the course of one deeit, Officer A pointed a firearm, Officers B and C
used a haredakedown maneuver to bring a subject under control, following which Officer A
handcuffed the subject, who then complained of pain, the incident would be documented as one
incident, involving ltiree uses of force, comprising four applications of force, two of which (the
pointing of a firearm and subsequent handcuffing by Officer A) would be classified as Type I, and
two of which (the hard takelown by Officers B and C) would be classified ag TiyBecause

force is reviewed at the level commensurate with the highest level of force used, the incident
would be reviewed as a Type Il incidertor purposes of this report, force is discussed at the
officer report levelcg i.e., the combination of ainique officer, unique subject, and unique
incident, and reported at the highest level of force used by a given officer

Between January 1 and December 31, 2@4& Seattle Police Department dispatchefficers to
calls891,740times in response t898,459uniqueevents

Note: Dispatch countgeflect the number of officersresponding toa unique event as
OF LWdzNBR Ay GUKS 5SLI NIYSYydGdQa / 2YLJziSNI ! ARSR

Over this same time period, officersported usingforce at some level (Type |, I, or 11678
times. Of these,1,372are associated witB45unique CAD events.

Viewed in the context obverall activity, this means thalessthan less than onequarter of one
percent (0.21%Ypf unique eventsand lessthan one-fifth of one percent (0.18%all officer
dispatches resulted in any use of force

1 The higher numbed(579 reflects the number of individual force reports in the systevhich include206reports

that were not associated with a particular dispatched event. Within the data set relating to CAD events, there are
events that are clear outliers in terms of #ammount of force reportedFor example, one CAD event (an August 2017
demonstration during which pepper spray and blast balls were used to separate two clashing groups of protesters) is
associated with 20 separate Type Il uses of force.
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1. Use offForce by Level of Force

Figurel: Force Counts by Yealtahuaryl ¢ December31, 20717)

Figure 1 shows the breakdown of use of

1.14% 27%
Level 3 - OIS Le\.el_;f ;Ze/ SEToise force, by type, over the calendar year
reported. Of the 1,578 usesof force
21.04% .
el e Eifiocie ‘ reported during 2017,1,288 (nearly

77%) involved no greater than low
level, Type | forcé.

Another 38 (approximately 2.4%) of

these 1,578 reports were of Type Il

force, across lécidents involving 18

subjects Of these 16 incidents, six

76.55% were officerinvolved shooting,

Level1-UseofForeenyiolving eight subjects and17 SPD
officers? three ofthese incidentsvere

fatal. Another five were associated with andustody death that did not involve significant force,

is not believed to be caused by a use of force, but was, per policy, investigated as a Type llI

incidentand is thus included in the Type Il statist See Section Il for details

Viewed in the context of overall activity, this means th@t004% of all events to which Seattle
Police Officers were called to respond in 2017 ultimatelyolved aserious use of force.

Type Il use of forcéh=332)comprisedslightly more than ondifth (21%)of force overall.

The quantitative componentofla i & S| NN & aRSSrioighita perddbes)iNdniuly

1, 2014¢ a date selectedo accountford y 2 A & S ¢ | (asiktBn@owothiperind f8llowing

0KS Lzt AOFrGA2YyY 2F {t5Qa& ySg dzaS 2F TF2NDOSkT?2
Section Title 8) and the point at which all officers had been fully trained as to those pofioies.

2 Approximatdy 50%of Type | use of forcevolved a complaint of pain, with no objective sign of injury

3 One incident involved a State Department of Corrections officer as well; per policy, that use of force is documented
as part of the force reporting and reviefithe incident. Officeinvolved shootings are discussed in more detail later

in this report; in additioncomprehensive information concerning offiéevolved shootings over the past ten years

can be explored through K S 5 S LI NJi-#a8ng OI@idshbbaddo t A O
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purposes oshowing trends over timelable 1 shows all use fafrce reported between January
1, 2014 and December 31, 2017.

Table 1: Force Counts by Year (January 1, 20Décember 31, 2017)

' Grand
Incident Type 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Level 1 - Use of Force 1.159 1.554 Y177 1.208 5,098
Level 2 - Use of Force 502 477 375 332 1,686
Level 3 - Use of Force 24 20 20 20 84
Level 3 - OIS 23 15 5 18 61
Grand Total 1,708 2.066 1,577 1,578 6,929

Note: One OIS involved three different subjecall in one vehicle; becausese of force is measured as an algorithm

of uniqueincident/officer/subject, each different combination of factors is considered as a separate use of force.
For that reason, the number 18 is higher than the number of officers using force who were dispatched across all
incidents, as is shown in TabB.

Alinear regression time series analysis aétfouryearperiod, indicating continued, significant
declining trends in Type | and Type Il use of forcieywide is shown in Figure. 2

Figure 2 Use of Forcdrends Citywide
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Type | forcecontinued to decline significantlyith small bordering on medium, effeét.Type I
force was observed to decline significantly, with medium effe@ype 11l force, which occurs so
infrequently as to be considered a statistically random event, acaglylishowed no significant
trends across the time series.

One particular subcategory of force within Type | use of force should be nStd.Policy (8.300)
provides that officers magxhibit a firearm in the line of duty when an officer has reasonable
cause to believe that it may be necessary for his or her own safety tiné¢ safety of others.nl
certainhigh-riskresponsesd.g., felony vehicle stops, building searches, warrant arrests of known
violent felons, repds of armed individuals, etc.},is expected thaofficerswill routinely display

a weapon Officers are required to document all incident where they point a firearm at a person
asa Type | use of forceManual Section 8.400). Unholstering or displaying a firearm in a low
ready orsul(pointed towards the ground, indexed to the chest) position is not reportable force.

Over thel2 months reported herepearly a quarter (n=388, or 244 of thel,578uses of force
overall,and nearly onehird (32%) of the 1,208 Type | reports, invaiee pointing of a firearm.

2. Use ofForce by Administrative Assignment

Table 2shows the distribution of force by type and bureaul¥ Ay @2f SR 2 FFA OSNE
assignment The majority 80%) of uses of force were reported within the Patrol @ions

Bureau, which is primarily responsible for beat patrols and 911 respo8bghtly less than nine

percentof uses of force were reported within the Professional 8tms Bureaug numberthat

is attributable to the fact that the Professional Stkamds Bureau oversees Field Training, which

is the unit to whichstudent officers on patrol are administreely assigneld ficers from all

bureaus are assigned to crowd management and special events.

Table 2 Distribution of Use of Force by Type aBdireau

COMPLIANCE
- AND SPECIAL
OP]E];E[RI?E;%I\ S PROFESSIONAL OPERATIONS INVE;[’II‘EISEQEONS Grand Total
STANDARDS BUREAU
BUREAU

Level 1 - Use of Force 61.17% 7.61% 5.90% 1.90% 76.59%
Level 2 - Use of Force 17.20% 0.89% 2.73% 0.19% 21.00%
Level 3 - Use of Force 1.08% 0.19% 1.27%
Level 3 - OIS 0.95% 0.06% 0.06% 0.06% 1.14%
Grand Total 80.39% 8.76% 8.69% 2.16% 100.00%

FF528a y20 AyOftdRRS dabdzZ té¢ . dzNBFdza o0dnce: ¢@LIS HI dnce: ¢8LIS HOU

4p =.0004,2 = .25

5p <.0001,2 = .33
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3. Use offForce bySubject Demographics

In discussing disparity in the demographic distribution of subjects involved in any study of law
enforcement activity, one important note bearanghasizing. 4 is reflected in statistics
nationwide, racial disparityis of significant ongoing concern, aml an important issue that
requirescontinueddiscussion and analysigthin the limited role of law enforcement but also
beyond In the present state ofociological andriminal justiceresearch, there is no proven,
reliable methodology for accounting for all the multitudere€ognizedactors that maycombine

to resultin a disparity within the metric measured including thog critical factors upstream
(education, socioeconomic status, familyrusture, etc) of police involvement that may
contribute to the likelihood a person will come into contact with polide.other words, while
numbers can identify a disparity, they cant explain the disparity. The Department is proud

that in addition to its many research agreements with academic institutions around the country
(including the University of Virginia and Harvard, Princeton, Northwestern and George Mason
Universities), ad the world (including University of Tel & Israel), théepartment continues

to maintain close research partnerships with Seattle University and the University of Washington
¢ the latter with specific respect to exploring possible effects of imgieisin police In addition,

the Department continues to partner closely with the Institute on Race and Justice at
Northeastern University in Boston, MAAIl these strategic partnerships are focused on better
understanding the causes and remedies forsaloved disparity across law enforcement metrics.

2 A0K NBaLlS Ol G2 (KS ubj&tislofNdicy #efdl qverwhelmmingly make) G | =
comprising77%of the reported1,578uses of force. White and Black/African American subjects
accounted for approximately equivalent propmms of force overall. Figure $hows the
distribution of force subjets by race and gender; Figurelbws the distribution of force subjects

by racefor each of Type | an@ype Il force.

Of the 18subjects involved in 18ype llincidents, discussed individually in Sectiosdijen were

White males; four were Black males; Native American males and Black females accounted for
two each; and a Whiteemale and a Native American female accounted for one each. One female
subject of unknown race and unknown age, who was observed in a vehicle that fled from police
and has not been located, accounted for another.

Of the eight subjects involved i@fficer-Involved Shootingdpur were White males (one fatal,
three nonfatal); one was a Black male (fatal); one was a White female-fatat); one was a
Black female (fatal); and one was a female of unknown race or agedtaih

n SEATTLE POLICE DEPARTMENT



USE OF FORCE ANNUPORT

Figure 3:Subject Gender and Race
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Figure 4 SubjectRaceby Force Type
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4. Use of Forcéy Dispatch Type and Priority

Officers are logged to calls either by a dispatcher (e.g., in response to a 911 call) eriéyiog
an incident (observing an incident while on patrol) and responding. Cif,8#2CAD events that
could belinked to a use of forcen 2017 most (72%) were calls in which the officer was
dispatched in responge a call for service from the publié& breakdown of use of force, by type,
distinguished between dispatches and-views, is presented in Table®3

Table 3 Force used by Dispatch Type

Level 1 - Use of Level 2 - Use of Level 3 - Use of Level 3-OIS  Grand Total

Force Force Force

56.449 3.479 0.819 179 71.899%

21.45% % 0.59% 11%
ONVIEW e g b 2811%
Grand Total 7;:3230 19;6:7% 1.319; % 1.11 76 % 1010-30606%

The reasonableness of force, both in Ised e.g.,Graham v. Connpd90 U.S. 386 (1989)) and

in policy 6eeSPD Manual Section 8.000(4)) is based in part on the totality of the circumstances
known to the officer at the time the force used, and considkfeom the perspective of the
reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with 20/20 hindsight and the benefit of additional
information. In that regard, call type and priority can be considered to some degre@aari
knowledge of the circumstances which an officer is responding.

Calls for service, whether dispatched or offig@itiated, are assigned a priority, based on the
immediacy of the need. Priority 1 calls are incidents that require an immediate response,
including incidents that involvebvious immediate danger to the life of a citizen or an officer.
Priority 2 calls are noted as urgent, or incidents which if not policed quickly could develop into a
more serious issue (such as a threat of violence, injury, or damage). Priority Jrealls
investigations or minor incidents where response time is not critical to public safety. Priority 4
calls involve nuisance complaints, such as fireworks or loud music. Priority 7 calls are officer

50One OIS involved a task force operation outside of the City of Seattle to which an SPD task force officer responded,
but was not dispatched through CAD. Per policy, as this incident invol8&Daofficer, it was investigated by FIT, is

AyOf dZRSR Ay {t5Qa& dza8S 2F F2NOS RIGFE YR A& RAaA0OdzaaSR
captured in dispatch data.
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initiated events, such as traffic stops; Priority 9used to indicate administrative tasks or
downtime. As would be expected, across force lewbishighest frequency of force occurred in
connection with Priority 1 callsA breakdown of force, by level, and call priority is presented in
Table4.

Table 4 Levels of Force by Call Priority

Grand

1 2 3 4 7 9 Total
Level 1 - Use of Force 11.13% 0.29% 7.10% 037%  77.89%
Level 2 - Use of Force 7.83% 5.12% 3.59% 2.42% 0.59% 19.55%
Level 3 - Use of Force 0.15% 0.88% 0.37% 1.39%
Level 3 - OIS 1.02% 0.15% 1.17%
Grand Total 43.12% 30.89% 14.86% 0.29% 9.88% 0.95% 100.00%

When an incident is created by Communications, whether initiated in response to a 911 call for
service or called in by an officer @aene, the incident is assigned an initial call tippsed on
information that is reprted at the outset. Table 5setsforth the 25 initial call types that were
associated with the majority (nearly thrapuarters) of uses of Type | and Type tté Again,
because Type llises of forceare statistically random evest they areexcluded from this
analysi$.

Table 5 Initial Call Type by Resulting Level of Use of Force

Level 1 - Use of Level 2 - Use of

Force Force Grand Cofal

DISTURBANCE, MISCELLANEOUS/OTHER 7.42% 13.86% 8.49%
DIST - IP/JO - DV DIST - NO ASLT 5.36% 6.37% 5.42%
SUSPICIOUS STOP - OFFICER INITIATED ONVIEW 4.32% 8.99% 5.27%
ASLT - IP/JO - WITH OR W/O WPNS (NO SHOOTINGS) 4.51% 7.12% 4.90%
AUTO RECOVERY 5.45% 2.25% 4.69%
FIGHT - IP - PHYSICAL (NO WEAPONS) 3.95% 5.62% 4.17%
WEAPN-IP/JO-GUN.DEADLY WPN (NO THRT/ASLT/DIST) 4.70% 0.37% 3.95%
ASLT - IP/JO - DV 4.23% 2.25% 3.73%
SUSPICIOUS PERSON, VEHICLE OR INCIDENT 2.26% 7.49% 3.59%
TRAFFIC STOP - OFFICER INITIATED ONVIEW 3.67% 2.25% 3.51%
NARCOTICS - VIOLATIONS (LOITER, USE, SELL, NARS) 3.95% 1.87% 3.44%
ROBBERY - IP/JO (INCLUDES STRONG ARM) 2.54% 3.75% 2.93%
TRESPASS 3.10% 1.87% 2.93%
ASLT - IP/JO - PERSON SHOT OR SHOT AT 3.20% 0.37% 2.71%
PERSON IN BEHAVIORAL/EMOTIONAL CRISIS 1.88% 2.25% 1.90%
THREATS (INCLS IN-PERSON/BY PHONE/IN WRITING) 1.41% 0.75% 1.90%
DIST -DV - NO ASLT 1.88% 1.50% 1.76%
BURG - IP/JO - RES (INCL UNOCC STRUCTURES) 1.22% 3.00% 1.54%
SHOPLIFT - THEFT 1.41% 2.25% 1.54%
SHOTS - IP/JO - INCLUDES HEARD/NO ASSAULT 1.50% 1.50% 1.54%
SUICIDE - IP/JO SUICIDAL PERSON AND ATTEMPTS 1.22% 2.25% 1.39%
THEFT (DOES NOT INCLUDE SHOPLIFT OR SVCS) 1.50% 1.12% 1.39%
WARRANT - FELONY PICKUP 1.50% 0.75% 1.39%

All Other (<1%) 27.82% 20.22% 25.92%

Grand Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Of the initial call types of thoseventsthat were subsequently associated with a use of force, the

largest proportion, comprising8.4%% of all incidents, were classified asd 5 A & G dzNDB I y O S
Miscellaneous/Otheb d&heremaining four of the togdive call types, remsenting nearl29% of

all incidents associated with a use of foreesre initially classified as either Domestic Violence

(DV) relatedgOfficerInitiatedX &on-viewed) suspicious behavior, Assault In Progress (IP) or Just
Occurred (JO), and recoveryasplen vehicle (auto recoveyy

In contrast, the lowest frequency of initial call types for incidents involving a use of 28%@ (
comprised68 separate call types, each associated vigss than one percent of the total use of
force during the study period.

Calls are assigned a final call type that is based on information gathered during the call and
response and standards for federal crime ogjng. As shown in Tée 6 comparing the final
disposition type (on thé&orizontd axis) with the initial call type (on theerticalaxis), nearly half
(45.27%) of the top five initial call types resolved as Assault, Other; the next highest proportion
resolved as Domestic Violengéandatory Arrest 34.83%).

Table 6 Crosstab Comparing Initial and Final Call Types of Incidents Involving Force

Table 7shows a fulllistribution of uses of force (Types | and Il) across final call typpe | and
Il uses of force werenost frequentlyassociated with incidents thaesolved as Assault, Other
(16.3%) followed by Domestic Vitence with Mandatory Arrest (10.4%%risis Complaing
General (6.8%), NarcoticsOther (5.4%6) and Traffic - DUI (5.2%). 58 final calls types, all
representing less than 1% of all uses of fornmgpresent collectively representhe lowest
frequency of forcencidents
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